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Abstract

This report presents the results of the second phase of a process evaluation and market characterization

assessment (PE/MCA) of the Green Jo@seen New York (GJGNY) Gtreach program, through which

constituencybased organizations (CBOs) conducted outreach with priority communities to encourage

residential, small business/nfatr profit, and multifamily energy efficiency projects, as well as workforce

development traimig and accreditatiol€BOs allocated a majority of their resources to residential

outreach, where they recruited households to particicrt
ENERGY STAR® (HPwWES) progranthe first phase of the evaluation, completed in AR0iL4,

documented program staff and CBO experiences witlstH@éNY Outreaclprogram and evaluated CBO

outreach strategies ineach secldiss econd phase of the evaluation focuse
outreach exploring HPwE $articipant and contract@xperiences with the GJGNY Outreach program and

the programdbs effectiveness in expanding participatioc

Working with the forthcoming HPWES PE/MCA, data collection activities informing this evaluation
include a brief database analysis, surveyh wasidential energy efficiency audit recipients, surveys with

HPWES participants, and interviews with HPWES patrticipating retrofit contractors.

The evaluation found that CBOs are bringing in households that had not heard of or considered HPWES
prior to engagement with the CBO. These households are more likely to live in older homes, identify as
nortCaucasian, and have lower incomes and less education than neaffiia@d HPWES participants.

A large majority of the CBe&affiliated participants would ndtave moved forward with their HPWES

project without CBO support and engagement.

Key Words

Green Job$Green New York (GJGNY) Outreaghogram, Constituenepased Organization (CBO),
Home Performance with ENERGY STARHPWES), energy efficiency
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Summary

This report presents the results of the second phase of a process evaluation and market characterization
assessment (PE/MCA) of the Green Jo@@seen New York (GJGNY) Outreaghogram, conducted
between Februgr2014 andApril 2015.

The GJGNY Outreach program is one component of the broader GJGNY program, a program enacted
through New York State legislation and funded by the proceeds of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative
(RGGI). The broader GIGNY program protes energy efficiency and the installation of clean

technologies to reduce energy costs and greenhouse gas emissions. New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority (NYSERDA) administers this program, which aligns with existing NYSERDA
programgo provide residential, multifamily, and small commercial sectors with access to free and
subsidized energy audits, installation services;¢ost financing, workforce development, and outreach to
targeted communities by ConstitueriBgsed Organization€BOs)! This outreach by CBGQis the

GJGNY Outreactprogram.

NYSERDA contracted with a number of competitively selected CBOs to conduct outreach in regions

across the state. Each CBO&6s scope of wotok is differe
support all the elements of the GIGNY program: residentialtifamily, and small commercial energy

audits, retrofits, and financing, as well as workforce development outreach. CBO activities focus on the

residential sector and conduct outreach iggted communities to promote free or subsidized GIGNY

audi t s, GJGNY financing, and retrofits thr®ugh NYSERI
(HPWES)program.

This evaluation covers the first round of the GJGNY Outreach program (roughly, 2012 ahdT2@l1frst

phase of the evaluation explored the experiences of program staff, implementation staff, and CBO staff in

conducting outreach activities. This second phase of the evaluation, conducted in close coordination with

the HPWES PE/MCA, explores theays in which CBOs interacted with and influenced contractors, audit

recipients, and HPwWES patrticipants through the HPWES program. The evaluation team conducted data

collection as part of the HPWES PE/MCg\urveying three populations: those who completdGISY

audits but not HPWEYS perttriodiipasnt(fiauditthose who had co
HPWES retrofits ( fHPwEIServieawswith HPWES®articisaling contmatirdy s ur vey
firms. For each of the three populations, the eatédm team surveyed a sample of individuals who had

wor ked with-aaf fGBO a(tfe@BQ and of individuals who had n

1 As defined in the statuteustomer outreachy CBOsis targeted to economically distressed communities,
nonattainment areas under the federal Clean Air &atl communities with high energy costs in relation to
income.
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Summary GJGNY CBO Outreach Program Process Evaluation and MCA: Phase I

according to the program datab#k® contractors, CB&affiliated firms were those that had comptete

three or more CB&ffiliated projects) The evaluation team also performed a program database analysis.

Although the team conducted this evaluation beforé\inw York State IYS) Clean Energy Fund (CEF)
initiated sweeping and senmgpeificegcy probgeamg thesCEF will alestSERD A 6
the relevance of the conclusions and recommendations the evaluation team identified. The sections below

also contain a few notes to facilitate the interpretation of this evaluation in light of these pehatings.

Key Findings

The evaluation team identified key findings and indicators of CBO influence across the three research

objectives.

Awareness of and Interest in CBO Services

A Participants, particularly audit -only participants, had mixed awareness of thir work with
CBOs. While a large majority of CB@ffiliated HPWES participants (82%) recalled working with
their CBO, just half of CB&affiliated auditonly participants recalled working with their CBO.
Not all CBO engagement begins at the audit phaseewer, which may explain this lower
awareness among audihly participants: nearly half of CB@ffiliated contractors reported they
had sent previously unaffiliated stalled leads to CBOs to help reengage the customer with the

HPWES process.

A Unaffiliated participants reported someawareness of CBOs, and interest in CBO services.
Although CBO outreach closely targeted specific regions and populations, these statewide samples
of CBO-unaffiliated HPWES participants and audiily participantseported somawaeness of
the availability of CBO services (24% and 9%, respectivaigicating outreach effegtThese

respondents reported that CBO services would have been valuable in completing their projects.

A Most contractors were generally aware of CBOs, but demwstrated confusion between
GJGNY Outreach andN Y S E R D A &isconte @ragram, EmPower New York. A majority
of both CBOaffiliated and unaffiliated contractor respondents (24 of 26 and 20 of 27,
respectively) reported awareness of GIGNY Outrgacgram CBO ervices, but contractors
demonstrated some confusion between the GJGNY Outreach program and the EmPower program:
some CBGaffiliated contractorg6 of 26) reported working with CBOs that appeared to be
affiliated with EmPower rather than GJGNY Outreach.

S-2



GJGNY CBO Outreach Program Process Evaluation and MCA: Phase I Summary

CBO-unaffiliated contractors were interested in CBO servicesThose contractors with limited

or no CBO experience reported that some CBO services could be helpful to their program work,
particularly referrals, financing information and application assistasareening for Assisted

Home Performance with ENERGY STARHPWES) pogram eligibility, and application

paperwork assistance.

Evidence of CBO Influence

A

CBOs are using community ties and outreach to reach new constituentRelatively few CBO
affiliated HPWES participants and audihly participants reported familiarity with their CBO prior
to participating (13% and 35%, respectively). Nevertheless, CBO outreach strategies (especially

word of mouth, events, and advertising) are reaching these contacts.

Experience with CBOs

A

CBO support was most valuable to Assisted Home Performance participant€BO-affiliated
HPWES participants reported receiving support from CBOs throughout the HPWES process, but
particularly in the audit phase. Except for understandimbcoosing a program and selecting a
contractor, significantly more AHPWES patrticipants than market rate participants rated the CBO

support as valuable.

Few audit-only participants recalled postaudit contact by their CBO about HPWES A
majority of auditonly respondents who recalled working with a CBO reported receiving valuable
assistance from CBOs throughout the audit process, but just ovérihé8%) of these

respondents recalled being contacted by their CBO about moving forward to compledéita ret

CBOs had little influenceonauditonl y parti ci pant s @nethirdof e quent
CBO-aware respondents (32%) reported they had considered an energy audit before hearing about
it from their CBO, but CBOs appeared to have less influence gegsa@ompleted outside

HPWES: 51% of respondents reported they would have completed the same upgrades without the
CBO. Consistent with this evidence of lower CBO involvement, 46% of-@Bittated auditonly
respondents reported awareness of proggpam®red loans, compared with 88% of HPWES

participants.

CBOs are approaching and working actively with contractorsMostcommonly(11 of 24
respondents), contractors began working with CBOs because the CBO approached them. A
majority (17 of 24)f CBO-affiliated contractors had attended an outreach event with a CBO, and
CBOs most commonly sent referrals, provided paperwork assistance, screened referrals for
EmPower and AHPWES eligibility, and provided financing information or assistance. Fewer
contractors reped that CBOs had followed up with stalled leads, provided supplemental

funding, or bundled projects.

S-3
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Summary GJGNY CBO Outreach Program Process Evaluation and MCA: Phase I

Although most experience was positive osne CBO-affiliated contractors had negative
experiences with CBOsAlthough nearly all contractors (21 of 24parted that CBO
involvement has a positive effect on those projects, a notable minority (7 of 24) reported that at

times, CBO involvemerttad a negative effecduch agedundant communication and confusion

Evidence of CBO Influence

A

CBOs had a large infuence in motivating HPWES participation.Most (81%) CBGaffiliated

HPWES participants reported having considered home upgrades before participating, but very few

(9%) had considered participation in HPWES before hearing from a CBO, and jukiron@6%)

had heard of HPWES prior to learning about it from a CBO. Few market rate HPWES patrticipants

(24%) and no AHPWES participants reported they would have completed the same project without

their CBO.

CBOs had multiple benef it 9 méjaity of cootradtorsaepdrtedr s 6
that CBOs had increased the volume of HPWES work, increased conversion rate from audit to
retrofit, decreased homeowner handholdargjincreased financing uptak€ontractors reported
CBOs had a smaller effect on adrmstnative costs, project duration, and the number of measures

installed.

CBO-affiliated and Unaffiliated Population and Project Differences

A

CBO-affiliated and unaffiliated HPWES participants generally reported similar HPWES

program experiencesCBO-affiliated HPWES participants and unaffiliated participants reported
similar motivations for entering the HPWES program, reported similar project scopes, and similar
levels of program satisfaction. CB&filiated respondents were more awaféhe OnBiIll

RecoveryFinancing optiorthannon CBQaffiliated respondents.

Overall, both CBO-affiliated and unaffiliated audit-only participants reported similar,

relatively high levels of satisfaction with the audit process.

Evidence of CBO Influence

A

CBOs recruited AHPWES participants and promoted GJGNY financing. Overall, CBO
projects included a higher proportion of AHPWES projects than thafiiated projects (43%
versus 35%), and 22 more CBO projects used GJGNY financing.

CBOs recruited participants from underrepresented populations to HPWES CBO-affiliated
HPWES participants had somewhat different demographic and housing characteristics than
unaffiliated participants.CB@ f f i | i at ed participantsod6 homes
respondents had less educationtenmore likely to be noi€aucasian, and had lower incomes

than non CB@&affiliated HPWES participant respondents.

S-4
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GJGNY CBO Outreach Program Process Evaluation and MCA: Phase I Summary

A CBO projects may have had higher electric saving#Although the number of measures installed
was similar, CBO projects had 29% moreaake eéctric savings (20% for AHPWES), possibly

because of older equipment and housing stock.

Conclusions and Recommendations

CBOs areecruitingcontacts that had not heard of or considered HPWES before, and who would not have
moved forward with the project wibut CBO supportConsistent with the prograingoals, he participants

that CBOs work with have characteristics less common among thEBGnpopulation.

CEF wiill likely shift NYSERDA priorities toward loweincome populations. There are opportunities for
refocusing the GIGNY CBO program on loww moderaténcome populations. Cost remains a large

barrier toHPWES andAHPWES participation. Current CBO project recruitment casts a widaget:
expectedalthough CBOs target priority communities and focusemmuiting AHPWES projects, 56% of

CBO projects were market rate projects. On the other hanghtsel research suggested that many CBO
constituencies include consumers with incomes that are more in alignment viddwEnthan with the

AHPWES eligibility threshold. Most effectively using CBO outreach to reach lovd moderaténcome
households will require coordination and lead sharing between differefihémme programs, as well as
between lowincome and moderaiacome programs offered by other adistrators. Since this research

also found continuing confusion between GJGNY Outreach and EmPower among contractors, it is not clear

whether segregation of program offers by income level can be fully effective.

The evaluation team presents the followarognclusions and recommendations to inform the next iteration

of efforts with CBOs and HPWES programs.

Conclusion: CBO-affiliated audit-only respondents who completed upgrades outside HPWES had less
interaction with CBOs, and expressed more uncertainty andonfusion about the HPWES process.

Half of CBO-affiliated auditonly participants could not recall whether they had worked with a CBO, and
of those that recalled working with a CBO, less than half recalled whether the CBO had followed up with

them about paicipating.

Recommendation:To increase retrofits, CBOoutreach activities should more actively
conduct postaudit follow-up in addition to providing support during the audit process.
Survey findings suggest that this outreaghot conducteduniformly.
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Conclusion: CBOs aresuccessfullyconnecting with other local organizations to recruit under

represented populations into HPWES, yet as with other programs, homeowners who haa€BO-

affiliated HPWES retrofit had consideredhome upgrades prior to contact with the CBO. CBO-

affiliated participants were more likely to live in older housing stock, have lower incomesdiession,

and identify as not€aucasian. A majority of respondents had considered home upgrades, but were not
familiar with HPWES and mostvould not have completed the same project without their CBO.

Furthermore, darge majority of CBGaffiliated HPWES participants had not heard of the CBO prior to
participation. This suggests that CBOs suecessfullyeveraging their local connectionschoonducting

outreach to recruit participants through increasing awareness of HPWES and providing support throughout

the HPWES process.

Recommendation:Working with CBOs can be valuable to future program administrators

seeking to serve hareto-reach populations. Generating projects requires consistent and repeated
messaging to increase awareness and develop community trust and infrastructure. Retrofit volume,
a longterm indicator of success, does not fully capture CBO incremental and growing influence
ontargetmarkets Define a set of sheraind mediursterm indicators (such as community events
conductedleads generatedr audits completed) to complement letegm indicators to quantify

and contextualize CBO program outcomes.

Conclusion: The GJGNY Outreach program poses evaluation challenges requiring creative solutions
The close alignment between the GIGNY Outrgaolgramand the HPWES program limits the value of
participant seHreport because participants may not discriminate between HPWES stafst@B@nd

their contractor. The relatively long timeframe between project completion and surveys compounds this

problem. Thus, selfeport may systematically undervalue CBO influence.

Recommendation:For future evaluations, consider targeted, reatime evaluation methods.
To better understand participant attitudes and recall of such details as the type of financing
discussed with CBOand aggregation pilot experiencese short, ongoing surveys focused on

evaluating specific performance indicators, castdd with a sample of participants.



1 Introduction

This report presents phase Il of the Process Evaluation and Market Characterization Assessment (PE/MCA)
of the first round of th&reen Jobs Green New Yor®JGNY) Outreachprogram

1.1  This Evaluation

This PE/MCA is the second phase of the evaluation ofiteephase of th&JGNY Outreach program

This evaluation coverthe 2012 and 2013 program yedrhe first phase of the evaluation, published in

March 2014 focused on documenting delivery and implenagéioh processes; staff, implementer, and
ConstituencyBased Organization€BO) experiences; and identifying and classifying CBO outreach
strategies across the four types of outreaeto(#-family residential, small commercial, multifamily, and
workforcedevelopment§.This second phase of the evaluation documents the exper&f8d&NY audit
recipientsHome Performance with ENERGY STARHPWES) pogramparticipants, and installation
contractors working with CBOhrough the HPwE$rogram The evaluatin team conducted this GIGNY
Outreach PE/MCA in two phases to align with the broader HPWES PE/MCA. As the residential customers
and contractors inveéd in the GIGNY Outreagirogramalsoare participants and participating

contractors irNew York State Emgy Research and Development AuthorityY S E R D NPWES

program the evaluation activities for these two activities were conducted concurrently. In this way, the
evaluation team minimized thmirden orrespondents and avoided duplication of efforts. Furtiore,
conducting the evaluations simultaneously all owed t he
experience with the CBOs, but the differences between-@filiated and noreffiliated respondents, to

better understand the influence of th&GMWY Outreach program.
Specifically, thisGIJGNY Outreach PE/MCAddresses the followingsidential sectaresearch objectives:

1. Investigate awareness of and interest in CBO services.
a. Investigate awareness of CBOs among Ca&fliated and unaffiliated paxipants and
contractors

b. Explore interest in and barriers to leveraging CBO services

2. Document the experience and expectations of homeowners and contractors interacting with the
CBO activities.
a. ldentify any upgrades audit recipients undertook to reduce emeste in their homes

subsequent to receiving the audit

2 Process Evaluation and Market Characterization Assessment: GJGNY Outreach program, prepared by
Research Into Action and published in March 20itt#s://www.nyserda.ny.gov/
/media/Files/Publications/PPSER/Progr&waluation/2014ContractorReports/20EMEP-GIGN Y-
Outreach.PDF
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b. Understand how contractors interacted with the CBOs and document contractor views on the
additional value brought by the CBOs

c. Investigate the extent to which CBO activities influenced homeowners

3. Explore any differences between CEfiliated and unaffiliated HPWES participants and

projects.

a. Investigate the motivations for and barriers to completing energy audits and home energy
efficiency upgrades through the HPwR®gram

b. Understand what preventeddit recipients from completing energy efficiency upgrades
through the program

c. Investigate differences in program attitudes, experience, and satisfaction between CBO and
non-CBO affiliated participants

d. Document differences between CBO and-@BO projectsand homeowners
TableA-1in Appendix Aincludes a list of specific research topics, where applicable.

This report is organized to address each of these three Hégletresearch objectives. After astription
of the GJGNY Outreachrogramand a review of the methodology, the following sectiaddress
awareness of and interest in CBO services, participant@mtdactor experienogith CBOs, and

population and project differences.

1.2 Program Landscape Changes

This evaluation covers the 2012 and 2013 program yBath.the GIGNY Outreach and tH®PWES

programsareconstantly evolving, howeveand this evaluation does not include program changes made

after 2013. Additionally New Yor k Sablshned of the GeareBndrgy EUWCEF) will

l'ikely result in a shift in NYSERDAOGs -lmasedgram admini ¢
resource acquisition programs to market transformation programs and Hmasket initiatives to support

energyefficiency and renewable energy in the stati¢h the notable exception of leimcome programs

These proposed changes are still in development, and began subsequent to design of data collection

activities supporting this evaluation. The conclusiothisf report attempgto draw connections from this

evaluation to inform NYSERDAG6s evolving role in the

‘N

8 See fAProcecectdi g @fn taheM Commi ssion to CoM8WYJer a Clean I
5/ 8/ 2014 and fARef or mi ng-M{0004) 4/ER2E@L4, Gtate of Nesv YaskrPablicc CASE 14
Service Commission.

Continuedé
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1.3 Program Description

The GJGNY Outreach program was legislated by the GIGNY Act of 2009, and operationalized and
implemented by NYSERDA. This section describes the GIGNY Outreach program, including its position
within the larger GIJGNY initiatie. The contents of this section are drawn fromgdhase | PE/MCA of the

GJGNY Outreaciprogram. See that report for a more goate overview of the prografn.

On October 9, 2009, the GJGNY Act of 2009 was signed into New York State law. Funded by New York
St ateds shar e GJIGNYtrdatedn RaBe@itlenitfativentilaspyanotes energy efficiency,
reducesnergy consumpn and greenhouse gas emissions, supports sustainable community development,
and creates job opportunitiemong other directives, the Act specifies free or discounted energy audits be
made available in the residential and small business sectors, f@rdtss the creation of a revolving loan

fund to finance energy efficiency upgrades in the residential, multifamily, and small business sectors.

One component ohe GJGNYinitiative delivers services in targeted communities with the support of

CBOs.CBOsmake up a small part of the overall GIGNY effort, receiving about 5% of the $112 million

total GIGNY fundingThe Act directed NYSERDA to issue competitive grants for CBOs or CBO

consortia that can Aconnect ¢ o mmitatirigwaremsswfther s t o t he
program and enroll ment. o6 The Act defines a CBO as dAar
providing services or other assistance to economically or socially disadvantaged persons within a specified
community, and which isupported by, or whose actions are directed by, members of the community in

whi c h i t°Aosdefmedinthe statuteustomer outreachy CBOsis targeted to economically

distressed communities, nattainment areas under the federal Clean Air &ati communities with high

energy costs in relation to income.

Although the legislation defined key elements of the GJGNY initiative, as the administrator, NYSERDA
worked with GJGNY Advisory Committee and stakeholders to define many of the specific pratgam

including developing detailed CBO definitions, funding allocation guidelines, and key CBO activities.

CBO outreach spanned the residential, multifamily, and small commercial sectors, as well as workforce
development outreacfihis evaluation focusem the residential-lto 4-family outreach activities. The
residential CBO component of the GJGNY program was alignedNWBERDAS s e xrésidentialn g
program:HPWES andts lowerincome componenAHPWES HPWES offers GJGNXubsidized energy

audits fo most homeowner@based on income eligibility), 10% cabhck incentives, and access to-Bii

4 Process Evaluation and Market Characterization Assessment:YGA@fkeach Program, prepared by
Research Into Action and published in March 20itt#s://www.nyserda.ny.gov/
/media/Files/Publications/PPSER/ProgrBwaluation/2014ContractorReports/20EMEP-GIGNY-
Outreach.PDF

5 Public Authorities Law Section 1891(3).

Continuedé
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Recovery Financing and leimterest loans for homeowners completing comprehensive energy efficiency
projects with participating HPWES, BPI accredited contra&@articipants with incomes between 60%
and 80% ofirea median incom@MI ) receive a grant from NYSERDA covering 50% of efficiency
upgrade costs in lieu of the 10% cdsck incentive. Homeowners with incomes less than 60% of AMI
can participate in HPES, butare encouraged to participaten N Y S E R Bicdnee prbgoam,

EmPower, first. Together, market rate HPWES and AHPWES are referred to as HPWES throughout the
report.Although the relationship between CBOs, HPWES and EmPower evolved somewhatma@irde

of the Outreaclprogram,CBO outreach targeted households with 60% AMI or greater.

As part of their activities encouraging residential retrofits through the HPWES program,aid@sre

allowed to propose aggregation pilot initiatives. In theggegation pilots, CBOwereexpected to recruit

a collection of eligible homeowners agreed to use the same contractor or contractor team to perform audits
and retrofit work. Aggregatiowasexpected to benefit both homeowners and contractors by simglifyin

the participation process and lowering costs. Aggregatimmwasintended to provide community benefits

through encouraging local hiring and fair wages among participating contractors.

GJGNY CBO funding was allocated across 12 regions based on redidbatacteristics including overall
housing stock, ownesccupied housing stock, prevalence of disadvantaged communities (defined as the
proportion of the region with more than 4% of income going to electric bills), and regions that did not also

have fee@ral energy efficiency grants.

To select CBOs for this first round of the program, NYSERDA issued two separate RFPs soliciting

proposaldo distribute $6 million in funding.

A RFP 2038 (closed January 2011NYSERDA selected CBOs to implement outreach, bment,
aggregation, and training activities in each of the 12 regions. CBOs were encouraged to target

disadvantaged or otherwise hdodreach populations within each region.

A RFP 2327 (closed July 2011Released after RFP 2038, this RFP augmented tbedape of
CBOs selected through RFP 2038, to fill gaps in services or regions that were underrepresented in

the first set of proposals.

6 Households with incomes less than 200% AMI are eligible for free audits; households earning between 200%
and400% AMI are eligible for reducedost audits.

7 Inlate 2013, NYSERDA issued a third RFP (2773) soliciting CBO proposals for the second round of the
program. This evaluation focuses solely on the first round of the GIGNY Outreach program.
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CBO contracts included a payment structure for the CBOs that allocated a percentage of the CBO contracts
as a performarecpayment, which was paid based on meeting efficiency retrofit or workforce recruitment
goals. CBOs were not allowed to profit in other ways from their CBO activities. For example, CBOs

receiving funding for residential outreach could not also be resideotitractors.

NYSERDA selected 18 CBOs to conduct outred@tntracted CBOs had several types of organizational
missions, including affordable housing, social and human services (such as education, healthcare, family
support), employment services, advogand policy, and economic development through small business
servicesSeveral CBOs had existing organizational missions to serve verintmme constituent$alf of

the CBOs (9 of 18) had prior experience with energy efficiency programs. A majo6B@$ target

specific counties, ZIP codes, or neighborhoods within each region.

1.4 CBO Role in GIGNY and HPWES

CBO involvement inrGJGNY serves two main purposes. First, almost by definition, funding comrmunity

supported and directed organizations that assstamic and socially disadvantaged persons within
communities supports GJGNYOds fAsustainable community ¢
i nvol vement f aprovision of efficiersy aBdwerkfdfde slevelopment servicekey
populations by leveragng t he CBOs 6 positions as trusted communit)
conduct outreach with populations NYSERDA is unable to reach effectively using traditional outreach

methods.

Although CBOshadgoals across multiple sectors of GIGNY, by virtuéuafling allocation and

performance payments contingent on residential retrofits, CBO activities overwhelmingly targeted HPWES
audits and retrofits. CBOs have several key leverage points to encourage efficiency audits and retrofits
among these target poptibns.Table1-1 summarizes the HPWES participation stages from awareness to
retrofit completion and the key homeowner barriers to completing each phase. These CBO influence points

are consistent with the two main functions ttet CBOs perform;
A Leverage their status as trusted community agents to increase awareness and interest in HPWES

A Provide capacity support and case management to help homeowners navigate the process, by
helping them complete audit and retrofit paperworkandking directly with HPWES

participating contractors
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Underl ying this program project flow are several
role as community influencers:
A There is a population of homeowners who are qualified and eligibleFar®#$ and GIGNY
financing, but are unaware that, or do not think, they have the capacity to paticipate
A CBOs are trusted within their communities and have access to this group of homeowners that
NYSERDA does not have
A CBOs can leverage their access to themeto-reach homeowners to increase awareness and

GJGNY CBO Outreach Program Process Evaluation and MCA: Phase Il

education about program offerings and provide support services

A Increasing awareness and support will increase program participation
Table 1-1. HPwES Participation Stages and Key CBO Influence Points
Participation Stage Barrier Infﬁji(r?ce Otnﬁlru(;‘rllfé\w
Level

0 Awareness & Interest | Lack of awareness High
Lack of trust & interest in opportunity Medium
Ineligible (homeownership) Low

1 Find a contractor Uncertainty about contractor choice Medium-High

2 Apply for an Lack of capacity to fill out paperwork High

assessment

3 Assessment Assessment cost N/A High
Time delay Medium

4 Develop work scope Lack of understanding of work scope High
Lack of interest in continuing Medium
Lack of sufficient energy savings Low
identified

5 Pay for the work Lack of awareness of financial support High
Lack of capacity to fill out paperwork High
Complexity of financing offerings High High
Ability to pay Low

6 Sign a contract Lack of capacity to fill out paperwork High
Lack of trust of contractor Medium

7 Complete retrofit Concerns with contractor Medium-High

8  The 2012 iPocess Evaluation and Market Characterization and Assessment of the GreeGrasrsNew
York Residential Program (Final Report) documented that among nonpatrticipants, both awareness and
perceived cost were key barriers to participating in HPWES.
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At the same time CBOs were conducting GJGhXded HPWES outreach, a number of other energy
efficiency etrofit programs existed in the market. While the GJGNY Outreach program aligned with

NY S ERDA 6 s prbgPam Eh&se other programs contributed to the complexity of the tasks undertaken
by the organizations involved in this program. E8ficiency Program Landscape the AppendixXor an

overview of these programs.

1.5 Methodology

The evaluation team completed data collection for this GIGNY Outreach PE/MCA as part of the concurrent

HPWES PE/MCAGJGNY Outreach samples (often referrecas CBO samplesyirawn from the

population of CBGaffiliated contactsyeredefined as susamples within the broader HPWES data

collection sample frames. CBéffiliated contacts responded to CBpecific questions as well as a subset

of the HPWES procesquestions.Noa f f i | i ated contacts (the HPWES eval ua
one or two questions about their awareness of and interest in CBO services. The evaluation team analyzed

all data usingsPSSndMicrosoft Excel All samples were drawn frothe population of HPWES audits

and retrofits completed between January 1, 2012 and I
ComprehensivResidential Information Syste(@RIS). For a complete methodology and disposition of

the HPWES evaluation samp]egethe forthcoming HPWES PE/MCA

1.5.1 Database Analysis

The evaluation team conducted an analysis of the retrofits completed during the evaluation timeframe, to
explore key differences between CBiliated and noraffiliated HPWES projects and contractdBG

project volume.

1.5.2 HPWwES Participants

In November and December 201He evaluation teameployecdtelephone surveysf HPwWESparticipant
homeowners who completed projects between January 2012 and December 2013. Respondents to this
survey included both mketrate and assisted participants as well as participants who were affiliated with
CBO and norCBO affiliated participants.

Theevaluationteam divided all HPWES participated homeowners into the following groups and drew a

random sample from each group:

A Marketrate participants who were affiliated with a CBO

A Assisted participants who were affiliated with a CBO

A Marketrate participants who were not affiliated with a CBO
A Assisted participants who wenet affiliated with a CBO
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Tablel-2 summarizes the sampling approach. The team designed the sampling within each sampling group
to assure the minimum of 90% confidence #J% precision, and overall sample to meet 95%6%
requirement. By randomly drawing sample within each sampliogpg the team assured this sample

accurately represents the entire population of HPWES participant homeowners.

Table 1-2. Summary of Sampling Approach

Population Sample
Sampling Group Confidence
Count Percent | Count | Percent Precision
Market-rate participants i CBO affiliated 402 3% 41 6%
- — - - 90%+/-10%
Assisted participants I CBO affiliated 303 3% 27 4%
Market-rate participants i CBO unaffiliated 7,116 61% 400 63% 95%+/-5%
Assisted participants i CBO unaffiliated 3,805 33% 170 27% 95%+/-7%
Total 11,626 100% 638 100% 95%+/-4%

The eval udddingpartnéreAbt BRBS, fielded the phone surveys between November 20 and
December 11, 2014. To minimize nogsponse biadibt SRBI made at least five attersper telephone

number and used the fewest contacts possible to attain the target number of completes. The team completed
surveys with 638 respondents, and the total response rate was 24%. On average, respondents took 66

minutes to complete the survey.

1.5.3 Audit-only Participants

The evaluation team conducted the awdity participant survey as a part of the GJGNY Audit Impact
evaluation teamds | arTgePE/MEAIteam avgrkedviith thelimpact epatuatianl at i on .
team to conduct telephone or walirveys of households that received a home energy audit through

NYSERDA in 20122013 and that use natural gas as the primary heating fuel, but did not participate in

HPWES (audionly households)The natural gas heating fuel requirement was adoptddjtowith the

impact evaluation requirement§ot e t hat the i mpact evaluation teambés
between 2010 and 2013 he PE/MCA team established quota$8fiuditonly households thatorked

with a CBO and8that did notwork a (BO in orer to achieve 90/10 confidence/precision

Beginning September 19, 201ayditonly participants were contacted by mail, email, and pliweght

successive batches of about 2,500. Data collection ended on December 15c28dding questions we

used to determine if the audihly households were eligible for billing analysis. Eligible households were
directedtothémpact teambés survey questions and-2018eligible h
were directed t o t huestidhE ThM&audinly heuwsehdds thdad comgeyed some

upgrades andere ineligible for the billing analysis and that used a CBO, as determined through the

NYSERDA CRIS database, were asked the @Blated process questions and the ineligible;GBO

householdsvho had not completed any upgradese asked similar process survey questidhs. quotas
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were exceeded due to the fielding of successive batches of surveys over the course of the data collection

period Tablel-3). See AppendipA.4.1for a completeeview of methods

Table 1-3. Audit-only Participant Survey Disposition

Introduction

Disposition CBO Non-CBO Total

Audit-only households sample 1,781 17,422 19,203

Respondents 833 (47%) | 4500 (26%) | 5333 (28%)
Eligible for billing analysis, screened-out, or dropped out 758 4,298 5056
Process survey respondents 75 202 277

1.5.4 Participating HPWES Contractors

Between September 23 and October 23 of 2014, the eisdidaam conducted telephone interviewith

participating contracting frmsr om NYSERDAG6s HPWES program about their
program, including their experiences with B@GNY Outreaclprogram The evaluation team talked with

the NYSERDA cotact of record from each contracting firmhd evaluation teamdentified contractors

with someexperience working with CBOs (defined as completing at least threed@Bi@ted projects) as

well as contractors with any experience in the GliB8ed aggregan pilots. The evaluation team

ultimately completed interviews with 26 contractors with at least modest experience working with CBOs,
eight ofwhomwere associated with the aggregation gi{faccordingttNY SERDAGO6 s CRI®t abas e
During the general pacipating contractor interviews, these contractors were asked a special set of
guestionsabouttheir experiences with CBOs and the aggregation pilot (if applicable). Further, the
evaluation team asked contractors that had either limited (one or twea@B&ed projects in CRIS by

the query date) or no experience working with CBOs about their awareness of CBOs and how helpful they

thought CBO involvement could b&able1-4 presents the disposition resultby subsample- for these

interviews.
Table 1-4. Participating Contractor Interview Dispositions
Sub-sample Population Number attempted Number completed
CBO-affiliated contractors 62 61 26*
Aggregation pilot contractors 15 15 8**
Non-CBO contractors 169 102 27
Total 231 163 53

* Due to the limited amount of contractor data collected on CBOs, the evaluation team included one respondent in the
CBO analysis that was subsequently excluded from the primary participating contractor analysis since they only partially
completed the interview but completed much of the CBO block. In addition, two respondents from firms identified as
CBO-affiliated contractors in CRIS were unaware of their firm's involvement with CBOs, and thus were not asked the

CBO question block.

** The 15 aggregation pilot contractors included some contractors from inactive pilots. All 15 were attempted. Six of the

eight contractors interviewed were associated with active pilots.
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See thdorthcomingHPWES PE/MCAfor asummary of the characteristics of these contracting firms.

1.5.5 Analysis

The PE/MCA team conducted statistical analyses with the HPWES participant andrdygiarticipant

surveyresponses and participating contractor interview resparssegSPSSndExcel Each of the

variables in the survewascompared based on whether the respondent was affiliated with a CBO or not.

The evaluation team further compared GBfliated AHPWES participants and CB&filiated market

rate HPWES participant®nly statisticaly significant differences atth@d. 05 | ev e | bet ween

groups are reported in the results bel ow. I n

from analyses unless otherwise indicated.
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2 Awareness and Interest

This section provides an overview of consumer andraotdr awareness of, and interest in, CBO services.

2.1 Consumer Perspectives

The evaluation team sought to understand the level of CBO awareness amoiadfii&€d HPWES
participants andwalit-only participantslearn how CBG@affiliated respondents learnefl CBO services

andassess interest in CBO services among unaffiliated HPWES participants anoihfugdarticipants.

2.1.1 HPWES Participants

Figure2-1 shows whether CB@ffiliated and-unaffiliated participantsvereaware of CBO swices in
helping homeowners to complete energy efficiency upgratibe program recorslindicatedall 68
CBO-affiliated participants worked with a CB®, surveys,18% of CBQaffiliated respondentsvere not
aware of the factat they received servicé®m their CBO (respondents were asked about the specific
organization they worked withRecall that participants completed their projects between one and three
years ago, some CBOs worked with other organizations, and that audit applications with arG8are
filled (such as those received at a home show) were attributed to CBOs, regardless of whether the
homeowner worked with the CBO subsequeriljmong the CBQunaffiliated participants, 24% was aware
of theservices that som@BOs providefor energy #iciency upgrades(Note that besides the CBO
outreach activities, which were targeted to specific regions and populations, no other HPWES marketing
activities advertised CBO services. Thus, the evaluation team had no hypothesis that there would be

widespead awareness of CBO services among this statewide sample.)

Figure 2-1. HPwES Participant Awareness of CBO Participation or Services

O I 5%
(n=68)
N N | N
(n=570)
e T R
(n=638)

0%  10% 20%  30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mAware mUnaware

Overall, 13% of CB&affiliated participants that were aware of their CBffiliation reported being
familiar with their CBO prior to participating in the program. Those respondents who were not previously
familiar with their CBO reported how they learned about the services the CBO d#bis2-1).
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Respondents reported a variety of sources of awareness, including advertising or media (a variety of print,

radio, TV, online sources), word of mouth, another organization (including meetings where a CBO

representative presented), directly from the CBGramn a contractarThese first four sources of

awareness are consistent wi $ebdthgth&OISGIGNY Omreacit ed out r eact

PE/MCA).

Table 2-1. Means of Awareness of CBO Services

Means of CBO Awareness Percent of Contacts (n=48)
Advertisement or Media 23%
Word of mouth 19%
Another community organization 17%
Directly from CBO 15%
Contractor 15%
Personal involvement 4%
Home Show 4%
NYSERDA or Utility 4%

Non-CBO HPWES participants agated thepotentialvalue of the types of services CBOs perfoRigure
2-2 shows the percentage of respondents rating each service valude(a 50 on a fivepoint scale).
Respondents most frequently rated informatioowt grants, incentives, afidancing as/aluable, but 48%

or more reported that each of the possible services would be valuable.

Figure 2-2. HPwES Participant Hypothetical Value of CBO Services (Percent Rating

AfvVval uabl eo)

Finding info about grants, incentives, financing _ 70%
(n=564) o
Help understand the HPWES program (n=567) [ 59%
Reviewing bids and design of your project _ 579%
(n=563) ?
Choosing a contractor (n=568) [ 53%
Completing audit application paperwork (n=563) [ 51%
Applying for project financing (n=561) [ 40%
Scheduling audit and installation work with _ 489
contractor (n=566) 0

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent Rating 4 or 5
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2.1.2 Audit-only Participants

Overall, half of CBOaffiliated auditonly respondents (49% of 75) reported that they recalled working with
their CBO Figure2-3). Note that not all CBO project assistance began at tthi¢ stage, though: nearly

half of contractors reported recruiting CBOs to help previously @Bé&ffiliated stalled audit recipients to
move forward with a retrofitseeCBO Interaction and Suppaséction3.1.1). Thus, it is possible thalhese
auditrecipients had been contacted by their CBO subsequent to completing thésadity CBO

unaffiliated audionly participantsnine percenteported awareness of CBOs that provide services to assist
with audit and HPWES participation.

Figure 2-3. Audit-Only Awareness of CBO Participation or Services
CBO (n=75)

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mAware mUnaware

Overall, 35% of audibnly participants who were aware of working with a CBO reported familiarity with

their (BO prior to the audit. Audib nl 'y respondents reported | earning of
services in a variety of different ways consistent with CBO outreach tactics, including word of mouth

(16%), community events (16%), and advertising (14%), aghanefourth of contacts (27%) were

unable to recall how they learned of CBO servidezh{e2-2).

Table 2-2. Audit-only Participant Means of Awareness of CBO Services

Means of CBO Awareness Percent (n=37)
Word of mouth 16%
Community event 16%
Advertising 14%
CBO (type of contact unspecified) 14%
Online 8%
Contractor 3%
Other 3%
Don't know 27%
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A majority of auditonly participant respondents not affiliated with a CBO repbtthat each of the CBO

services would be val-ponbstaefFiguz2-4h40 or a A50 on a

Figure 2-4. Audit-Only Rating of Hypothetical Value of CBO Services (Percent Rating
AVal uabl eo)

Finding info about grants, incentives, financing T 5%
(n=187) ¢
Help understanding the HPWES program (n=189) I 69%
Choosing a contractor (n=185) N 67%
Reviewing project design and bids (n=186) i 62%
Applying for project financing (n=185) I 62%
Completing audit paperwork (n=186) N 61%
Scheduling with contractor (n=185) T 58%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent Rating 4 or 5

2.2  Contractor Perspectives

A large majority of CBGaffiliated contractor firms were aware of their CBO involvement. Of the 26
respondents from firmglentified as CB@affiliated contractors in CRI24 reported awarenegbtheir

firm's invdvement with CBOsRecall that the evaluation team surveyed a single contact from each
contracting firm, not each installer from each firm. Six contractors may have conflated CBOs with
EmPower affiliates: they cited organization names that could not biedexs contracted CBOs. See the
Experiencesection3 for further detailsFurthermoreof theeightinterviewed aggregation pilot contractors,
six reported any awareness of the pilot and two repenedgh experience with the pilot to comment.

Note that some contractors were interviewed from inactive, relatively-kedtpilots.

2.2.1 Non-CBO Contractors

The evaluation team also spoke with contractors that had either limited (one or twaffil@d

projects) or no experience working with CBOs about their awareness of CBOs and how helpful they

thought CBO involvement could be. Most (20 of 27) of these contractors reported being awa@RB®dthe
outreach component of HPwEIRIf of aware contractorél 0 of 20) reported they had worked on at least

one audit or retrofit project with a CBO since 20Mhen asked how potentially helpful various CBO

9  Theevaluation team could not verify the accuracy of these responses, as contractors could have worked with
a CBO since January 1, 2014.
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services would be, contractors demonstrated the greatest interest in receiving referrals, financing
information and application asgance services, EmPower andPWES screening services, and program
application paperwork assistan¢egure2-5).

Figure 2-5. Rated Potential Helpfulness of Various CBO Services (n=27)

Sent referrals

Provided financing info or application assistance 4 e
Screened referrals for EmPower and AHP eligibility 5 T4 'S
Provided program application paperwork assistance 5 5 I
Followed up with stalled leads to reengage them 7 B
Attended marketing events with firm 7 T
Bundled retrofit projects to reduce overhead 11 ]
Provided project support to homeowner* 12 E I
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Not at all helpful = Somewhat helpful m Very helpful Don't know

* n =26 due to a missing response on this item.

When asked about what other beneficial ways in which CBOs could support them, contractors suggested
that CBOs could educate homeowners about the program (three mentions),ithdrameowners to

determine their upgrade wants and needs (one mention), or provide matching project funding (one
mention).
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3  Experience

In order to document the experience and expectations of consumers and contractors interacting with the
GJGNY Outreal program, the evaluation team asked HPWES participantsanigiparticipants, and

contractors abut their experiences with CBOs and the influence of the CBO on their projects.

3.1 HPWwES Participant Perspectives

This section summarizes CB&filiated partcipant®experiences with the CBO. Results from this section
exclude those 18% of CBé@ffiliated contacts who could not recall any CBO involvement in their projects.
As GJGNY Outreach program targeted AHPWES participants in particular, AHPWES responsesiaid
rate HPWES responses are reported separately in this section where the evaluation team found notable
differences. Where no notable differences were observed, responses are reported Fogethesistency,
results are reported as percentagesthmievaluation team urges caution in interpreting these findings due

to small sample sizes.

3.1.1 Interaction and Support

CBO-affiliated HPwESparticipant respondents reported a wide range of communication frequency with
their CBO during the course of their HE®projects Figure3-1). Twentythree percent afespondents
reportedcommunicatingwith their CBO only once or twice during their projétMore tharonethird of
respondents309%) hadsix or more communications with their CBOt% communicate®-9 times and

28% 10 times or more. Thewereno significantdifferences between assisted and markate participants

in theirreportedcommunication frequency with their CBO.

Figure 3-1. HPwES Participant Number of Communications with CBO (n=47)

Assisted (n=21) 24% 38%
Market-rate (n=26) 23% 19%
Total (n=47) 23% 28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

twiceorless m3-5times m6-9times 10 times or more

Note: Respondents who were unaware of their CBO and those whosaid,idon 6t knowo are excluded.

10 As mentioned above, this number excludes the 18% of total CBO contacts who did not recall their
involvement with the CBQthey either communicated zero times, or forgot about this communication: this
interpretation is ambiguous, and thus these respondents have been omitted from this figure.
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CBO-affiliated respondents also reported on the types of assistance they received from thétigDBO (
3-2). Over 80% of contacts reported receiving assistance in all elements through the audit process, from
understanding the program to scheduling the a8ditnewhat fewer respondeméported that CBOs

helped them review thelid and design their projeot complete financing paperwork.

Figure 3-2. HPwWES Participant Types of Support Received from CBO

g prog 91%
Choosing the right program for your income | :
gthe right program fory e —— 55 %
86%
Completing audit rwork | '
g B P O 5%
Info about grant, incentives, or financing _ :
84%
Scheduling audit and installation work _ :
80%
Reviewing bids and designing project : :
o O P 707

AP for nancing R —— 5"
o

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent Receiving Assistance

(n=23) (n=33)  (n=56)

Respondents who reported receiving each type of supgiedthe value of tat support figure3-3).

Overall, more than half of the CBéffiliated participants reportesimost all areas of CBO suppdotbe
Aval uabfh4d or apoifitScalg ldowever, ahighereroportion ofs&isted partigiants
ratedmanytypes of suppori v al ua bl e d ¢ o mate pagidpantsiparticulanhairr hielging

them to complete their audit paperwork (86%), to be informed about availability of and to apply for
financial assistance (78%, 68%), to schedulgitaand installation work with their contractor (83%), and to

review bids and desigihe project (64%).

3-2
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Figure 3-3. HPwES Participant Value of Support Provided ( Per cent Rating fAVal uabl e

Understanding the program B7Y%
T — /%
Choosing the right program for your income _63%@70/
o

869%
Completing audit paperwork * 50% ’

65%

Information about grant, incentives, or financing * 53%

Scheduling audit and installation work * m
55%
Applying for financing * 349%

Reviewing bids and designing project * 35%
47%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent Rating Valuable

Assisted (n<23) ®Market (n<33) mTotal (n<56)

Note: * denotes statistical significance (p < 0.05). Includes only respondents who reported receiving each type of support;
sample size is equal to percentage in Figure 3-2 multiplied by sample size.

3.1.1.1 Funding

Those respondents who reported thatrteBO had assisted them in providing information about grants,
incentives, or financing or had helped them applyfifancing 6eeFigure3-2) also reported on the types

of financing opportunities their CBO told them about. Wiasked about specific funding sources these
CBO-affiliated participants might be eligible for and whizhes theCBO might have mentionedrigure

3-4), about twethirds of the respondents (65%) either reported they did not mrdhikkir CBO did not
mention any of them. Among the respondents that recalled their CBO mentioning such opportunities,
NYSERDAO s n-Bil RecoveryFinancing(22%), utility rebate (19% N Y S E R DSxfars Energy Loan
(19%), andN Y S E R Dcash dack (18%) wettbe most common funding opportunities they remembered.
Amongtherespondents who recalled discussing financial support opportunities with their CBO, half of
them reported the discussion occurred before they received audit and the other half repottecd occ

after their audit.

@
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Figure 3-4. HPwES Participant Funding Sources CBO Explained (Multiple responses
allowed)

None or don't recall

NYSERDA On-Bill Recovery Loan
A utility rebate

NYSERDA Smart Energy Loan
NYSERDA 50% cash back

NYSERDA 10% cash back

A matching grant %,
0

e A0
Superstorm Sandy reflief funding I %%;]
0

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
" Assisted (n=20) ®Market (n=24) mTotal (n=44)

When asked how they first learned about the opportunity to chtdifSERDA programsponsoed loan
(Figure3-5), CBO-affiliated participants most commonly reported hearing it from their contractors (35%).
Hearing it from their CBO was the second common sourc#)22

Figure 3-5. HPwES Information Sources of NYSERDA Program-Sponsored Loan (Multiple
responses allowed, n=60)

Contractor ER e ) 35%
ceo B 2%
NYSERDA website [ 16%
NYSERDA representative [l 11%
Other word of mouth [ 11%

Advertisement [ 3%

Other [ 3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
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3.1.2 CBO Influence

CBO-affiliated HPWES participantalso reportethow the CBO influenced their proje@&igure3-6

summarizesCBa@ f f i | i ated participantsdé6 prior ethiglafgement wi't
the CBGaffiliated participants (36%) had already been aware of the HPWES but only 9% had considered
participating in HPWES before hearing about it from their CBO. Thvereno significant differences in

these responses between maiiade and assisted participants. Thesponsemdicate that CBOs

approached most of these participants specifically to enroll them in the HPWES and that they successfully

recruitedmany inb the program.

Figure 3-6. HPwWES Participant Familiarity with HPWES Prior to CBO Communication

Aware of HPWES before hearing from CBO
(n=55)

hearing from CBO (n=58)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mYes mNo

CBO-affiliated respondents who were unaware of affiliation with their CBO or those refused to answer are excluded.

Note that31% of respondents reported having considered upgrades pafticgpating,but half of all
respondent§ i r st heard about HPWES from a CBO (64% excludir

Theevaluationteam assessed actions CR@iliated particints would have taken if they had not had any

contact with their CBORigure3-7). Assisted and markeate groups provided a significantly different

responses. Almost half of the assisted C&f€liated participats (46%) reported they would not have

completed the project at all and no one in this group indicated would have completed the same project in

the sameperiod Onefourth of marketrate participants (24%), on the other hand, reported they would have

done he same. Overall, 14% of the CBAIfiliated participants reported they would have done the same

project while onethird (32%) said they would not have completed the projectd@t @it her 6 responses
included actions such as completing the upgrades theessalold the houser looked into other

resources.
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Figure 3-7. HPwES Participant Actions without CBO

Assisted
(n=24) _ — —
Market
(n=33) it _ =1 o
Total
(n=57) e _ e =15

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Done the same ® Scaled down the project m Postponed more than 1 year
Not completed the project Other

Note: Respondents who said, idon 6t knowd or refused to answer are excluded.

3.2 Audit-only Participants

Theevaluation team also asked auglitly participants about their experiences with their GB@ how the
CBO influenced their upgradeAs mentioned in the previous section, 37 of the 75 @fiDated
respondents (from the database) recalled that they bddd/with their CBO. This section includes only

A

theseCBGaware respondentsd responses about their interac

Audit-onl y respondent sd subsequent ener gAM2ef ficiency upg

3.2.1 Interaction and Support

CBO-aware audibnly respondentseported how frequently they had interacted with their CB@ethird
of respondents (30% of 37) could not recall how frequently they had communicated with their CBO.
Among those that couldalf (46% of 26) of those CB@affiliated auditonly respondents who recalled
working with a CBO reported that they had interacted less than three times, 2hilefdorted they had

communicated more than five times with their CB&y(ire 3-8).

Figure 3-8. Audit-only Participant Number of Communications with CBO (n=26)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percent of Respondents

Twiceorless ®m3-5times m6-9times 10 times or more
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Audit-only respondents also reported the types of support they received from theiF@gB@ 8-9) ard

the value of that supporfigure3-10). A majority of contacts reportaéceiving each type of service,

except assistance in applying for financing. Contacts most frequently reported receiving support in
understanding the progm. Similarly, a majority of those respondents receiving each service found the
service val uabl e -foiatscald) exceptrapplyingffos progrdimancig {fhichvise
unsurprising, since none of the respondents went on to complete ptojeatgh HPWES.) The largest

majority of respondents rated understanding the program and choosing the right program for their income

as valuable.

Figure 3-9. Audit-only Participant Types of Support Received from CBO

Understanding the program (n=37) i 1%
Completing audit paperwork (n=36) [l 75%
Choosing the right program for income (n=37) T 73%
Info about grants, incentives, financing (n=36) T 2%
Choosingacontractor (n=35) i 7%
Scheduling audit and installation work (n=36) T 61%
Applying for financing (n=34) N 47%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent Receiving Assistance

Figure 3-10.Audit-onl y Partici pant Value of Support Provided (

Understanding the program (n=31) [ 770
Completing audit paperwork (n=27) T 59%
Choosing the right program for income (n=27) T 67%
Info about grants, incentives, financing (n=26) T 62%
Choosing a contractor (n=25) e 56%
Scheduling audit and installation work (n=22) T 55%
Applying for financing (n=16) T 38%
0% 20% 40% 80% 80% 100%

Percent Rating Valuable
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3.2.1.1 Funding

Those respondents who reported that their CBO had assisted them in providing information akgyut gra
incentives or financing or had helped them apply for financingKapee3-9) also reported on the types

of financing opportunities their CBO told them about. A notable minoritggifondent§ 3 7 %) coul dnodt
recall what funing sources the CBO explained, but aboutfongth of respondentsachrecalledthe 10%

cashback incentive, the Smart Energy loan, the®ilhRecoveryfinancing and utility rebatesHigure

3-11).

Figure 3-11. Funding Sources CBO Explained (Multiple responses allowed, n=27)

Don'trecall I 37%
NYSERDA 10% cash-back incentives [ 26%

NYSERDA Smart Energy Loan N 22%

NYSERDA On-Bill Recovery Loan [N 22%

A utility rebate [ 22%

NYSERDA 50% Assisted Home Performance grant [ 18%
A matching grant [ 7%

Super storm Sandy Relief funding 0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Overall, 46% of all audibnly CBO affiliated participants (n=72) reported awarermddhe availability of
financingthrough the HPWES program

3.2.2 CBO Influence

Audit-only respondents also reported hitve CBO influenced their audi®verall,just onethird of CBO
aware respondents (32% of 37) reported that they had considered a GJGNY energy audichefgre h
about it from their CBOHowever less than haléf contacts (38%f 37) reported recalling that the CBO

contacted them about moving forward to complete a retrofit after they had completed their audit.

Respondents (who, recall, all reported that they had completed some upgrades independently of he HPwWE
program since completing their audit) also reported what they would have done if they had not had contact
with a CBO.Half of auditonly respondents (51%) reported they would have completed the same upgrades
without the CBO, and onfurth (24%) were unge about what they would have dofiéglre3-12).
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Figure 3-12. Audit-only Participant Upgrades without CBO (n=37)

Completed the same upgrades [N 517

Not completed any upgrades [ 14%

Completed a smaller number of upgrades [l 8%

Postponed your upgrades for more than a year [l 3%

Don'tknow NN 24%
0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

3.3 Contractor Perspectives

The evaluation team also explored cortivaexperiences with the CBOs, and how the CBOs influenced
contractor work, drawing from the program database and participating contractor interviews. In interviews,
contractors reported the volume of CBO activity, how they work with CBOs on projectsedifes

between their CBO and ngbBO projects, perceptions of the value CBOs provide, and challenges and
suggestions. The evaluation team also spoke with a few aggregatieaffiliilated contractors about their
experience with aggregation pilots. As theluation team conducted interviews rather than surveys with

contractors, these findings are more qualitative than the survey findings reported in other sections.

3.3.1 Program Database Contractor Activity Findings

An analysis of the HPWES project databaseated that alf of HPWES participating contractof48%)

had installed at least one CBiffiliated project Table3-1). The 15% of contractors that installed six or
more projects installed 77% of CBO projects. The level of cotaractivity for CBO projects was roughly
similar to the HPWES program over&P% of HPWES contractors installed 77% of HPWES projécts.
few contractorsppeared to have greater concentrations of CBO projectstiars did of the contractors
complethg six or more CBO projectsiine (4% of total contractorfshad completed fewer neBBO

HPWES projects than CBO projects through the HPWES program.

Table 3-1. Contractor CBO Project Volume Range

Number of CBO-affiliated Projects Percent of Contractors (n=248)
None 52%
One 16%
Two to five 17%
Six to twenty 12%
More than twenty 3%
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3.3.2 Interviewee Program Activity

Those24 interviewedcontractorsvi t h knowl edge of t hei repoftedonthedés experi en

CBO-affiliated work Thissample of CB&affiliated contractors had varied levels of CBO experience
(Table3-2). Sampled contractors had worked on as few as two or as many as 65 projects with CBOs,
demonstrating a mean of 13 ORaffiliated projects. CB&xffiliated projects accounted for 16¢% of

their total HPWES work, with a mean of 19% of HPWES projects having CBO involvement.

Table 3-2. Number of CBO-affiliated Projects

Number of CBO-affiliated Projects in CRIS Count (n = 24)
Two to five 10
Six to ten 7
More than ten 7

Contractors reported working with a variety of CBOs, with RURD® Public Plicy and Education &nd

1 Southern Tier mentionemiost commonly Table3-3). Demonstrating contractor confusion between
EmPower,GJGNY Outreach and possibly other projectddnotsi x
appear to beffiliated with the GIGNYOutreactprogram Recall that CBOs work with many paer
organizations, thougland sathis cannot be confirmethut since CBO names are in the project database, it
is unlikely that a contractor could complete more thaeproject with a CBO and be tamiliar with the

contracted or.ganizationds name

Table 3-3. CBOs Worked With (Multiple responses allowed)

CBO Count (n = 24)
RUPCO 7

Public Policy and Education Fund 7 Southern Tier / Cornell Cooperative Extension

Pathstone

.
3
Push Buffalo 2
2
6

Long Island Progressive Coalition

Other i unable to confirm as CBO

When asked how their firm initially connected with these CBOs, contractors typieptyted thathe
CBO approached their firm to inquire about collaboration on HPWES projeaide(3-4).

3-10
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Table 3-4. How Contractors Initially Connected with CBOs (Multiple responses allowed)

Means of Connection Count (n = 24)

CBO approached firm 11

Program staff connected firm with CBO

Existing relationship with the CBO

CBO referred a homeowner to firm
Other

Ll SN B ST I B [ SN

Don't know

3.3.3 CBO Interaction and Support

Most (17 of 24) CBO contractors reported they had attended at least one outreach event with a CBO.
Contractors reported CBOs providadariety of other services as wdfigure3-13). CBOs most

commonly sent contractors referrals and provided program application paperwork assistance. Conversely,
CBOs rarely povided supplemental funding that allowed progeotmove forwarddr bundled retrofit

projects to reduce overhead.

Figure 3-13. How Often CBOs Provided Various Services on CBO Projects (n=23)

Sentreforals S
Provided program application paperwork assistance = 2 _1
Screened referrals for EmPower and Assisted HP 3 _ 2

eligibility
Provided financing information or application 4 _ 2
assistance
Attended marketing events with firm 11 _
Followed up with stalled leads to reengage them 9 _ 3

Provided supplemental funding 14 _1

Bundled projects to reduce overhead 17 _
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Never mSometimes ®mAlways mDon't know

Contractors mostly interacted with CBOs via phone or emaih alibut onehird (7 of 24) indicating they
also sometimes met in person with their CBDal{e3-5). Onequarter (6 of 24) of contractors

volunteered that they interact with their CBOs on a weekly-ardaikly basis.
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Table 3-5. How Contractors Typically Interact with CBOs (Multiple responses allowed)
Method Count (n = 24)
Phone 19
Email 16
In-person 7
Other 3

3.3.4 CBO Project Differences

Contractors reported several key differences/ben CBQaffiliated and CBGunaffiliatedprojects.A

large majority of contractors reported that CBOs have a positive effect on the p@mesistent with

CBOsod6 role in

p r o v i ntahyof thesk differences were spesififfergnoesn their

interactiors with the homeowner and the level of support homeowners needtlsrm({able3-6).

Contractors mostly

constituents throughther ogr am p

reported
rocess.

t hat

, SSEBGs helpaoyuide theirh

A s theoGB® is eeoy malpfulanchelming

of

reported

customers understand and moving them more quickly through the process. | very much appreciate their

involvementdtCont ractor s

CBOs offered various benefits, like increased customer awareness and AHPWES prequalification services.

w ERO invaivedment added dalue thegprocesd

Seven of the 24ontractors reported that CBO involvement did not improve project outcomes. T

contractors explained that théiteraction with the homeownarasactually hindered by CBO

involvement, noting thatlirect contractoto-homeowner communicatiomasmore effective and seamless

fi weommunicatavith the homeownebetter directlywithout the CBO as an intermediany nt@ctors

reporting ACBO involvement madthe process more difficuithad diverse complaints, but exhibited some

confusion about CBO involvement. Their comments inclu@®Os were not knowledgeable of program

processes (particularly paperwork), and CBQjgcts have a heavier paperwork burden (however, this

contactwas likelyconflating EmPower with HPWES projects, or referencing AHPWES projects

specifically CBO projects have no additional paperwork

Table 3-6. Differences Between CBO-affiliated and Non-CBO HPwWES Projects (Multiple
responses allowed)
Difference Count (n = 24)
No differences 2
Positive 21
CBO performs liaison/hand holding role 15
CBO involvement added value to process 4
CBO provides leads 2
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Difference Count (n = 24)
Negative 7
CBO involvement made process more difficult 5
CBO complicates communication process with homeowner 2
Other 6

Few (8 of 24) contractors reported anffatences inCBO involvement between Assisted and market rate
projects(Table3-7), with three indicahg that CBOs tended to focus on helping Assistadlified

homeowners and two noting that CBOs offered additional services on Assisted projects (such as paperwork

assistance or providing additional project furidirOther comments varied, such as reporting that CBO

assistance in prscreening homeowners fassistecligibility was helpful.

Table 3-7. Differences in CBO Involvement between Assisted and Market Rate Projects

Difference Count (n = 24)
None 14
CBOs prioritize Assisted projects 3
CBOs offer more assistance on Assisted projects 2
Other 3
Dondét know 1
Not applicable (never worked with a CBO on market rate projects) 1

3.3.5 Perceptions of CBO Value

Contractos with experience with specific CBO services also rated how helpful those services were, and
contractors that lacked any experience with a specific CBO service rated how helgifuldtbe Figure

3-14). Contractors generally repted there was value to all CBO services, but bundling projects, following

up with stalled | eads, and attendi

ng

mar ket

hel pf ul While paoviding supplemental funding was reportasi one ofhe least frequently

provided of all CBO servicesprractors rated ithe most potentiallelpful.
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Figure 3-14.Rated Helpfulness of Various CBO Services (n=23)

Sent referrals = 3

Provided program application paperwork
assistance

Screened referrals for EmPower and Assisted HP 1 _
eligibility ]
14 e

Provided financing information or application
assistance :

Attended marketing events with firm s EFEE

Followed up with stalled leads to reengage them 5 Lk
Provided supplemental funding 1 AR

Bundled projects to reduce overhead [N — T @

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

1 Not at all helpful ® Somewhat helpful m Very helpful n Don't know

Contractors reported that CBOs providexveral benefits to their HPWES work, primarily noting CBOs

increased the volume of work they did through the progfigufe3-15). While most contractoneported

that CBOs i mproved conver si onens and aptake ofNYSERDAVNner fhand
financing options, few reported CBOs improved marketing and administration costs, project duration times,

or the number of measures installed in projects.

Figure 3-15.How CBOs Benefitted HPWES Work (n=24)

Increased volume of HPWES work |3 A

Increased conversion rate 8 _

Decreased homeowner handholding 9_
Increased NY SERDA financing uptake 9 _1_
Decreased marketing and admin costs 13_1_

Decreased project duration | 15
Increased number of measures installed | 16
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
= Not at all = Somewhat A lot = Don't know
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3.3.6 Challenges and Suggestions

Almost half (7 of 16) of noraggregation pilo€BO contractors reported experiencing no challenges during

Experience

the course of their CB®@elated worki! Some(5 of 16)contractors reported that the thneay

communication channel associated with CBO involvement can result in confusion and redundancy.

Representative comments on this issue include:

AThe only challenge with CBO projects i

the program lead is. That'snotwel mes saged to customers.

ACBOs are not always aware of

customers when we contact t he

Additionally, two contractors reported CBOs lack sufficient understanalipprogram rules, angsulting

t he

cdst omer

in participants who did not fully understand the progrdmo other contractors said CBOs tendvark

more withcertain contractor® In order to address these challenges, contractors typically said they either
worked toimprove communication efforighree mentions)contacted NYSERDA ahe implemente(two

mentions) or lessened or eliminated their involvement in C&8@liated projectqthree mentions)

More than half (13 of 23) of CB@ffiliated contractors providesliggestions on how to improve CBO

involvement, most of which said they would like CBOs to provide either more or better quality leads

(Table3-8).

Table 3-8. Suggestions on How to Improve CBO Involvement (Multiple responses

0

project

allowed)
Suggestion Count (n = 23)
Does not need improvement 7
Provide more/better quality leads 5
Provide more assistance to customers 4
Promote program more 3
Other 2
D o nkdxdw 3

11

12
failing to update the project status in the portal in a timely mann

13

these complaints appropriately.

3-15

To reduce survey fatigue, the evaluation team only asked-&f#@ted contractes about CBGrelated
challenges once. The evaluation team askedaggnegation pilot contractors about general CBO challenges
and asked aggregation pilot contractors only about challenges associated with the aggregation pilot.

The introduction of a newroject portal in 2013 allowed contractors, CBOs, and homeowners to track project
status directly. Program staff reported that some of this apparent CBO confusion stemmed from contractors

CBO contracts forbid CBOs from recommending specific contractors. NYSERDA received and resolved

ho

status
CBO h
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3.3.7 Aggregation Pilot Experiences

Due to the relatively small number of HPWES projects completed through aggregation pilots, the evaluation

team anticipated some challenges in soliciting contractor feedback on these pilots. The interviews with

participating contractors confirmed thawareness of and experience with the pitot®ng these

respondentsslow( r ecal |l that the evaluation team interviewed
sampled contracting firmJrable3-9showst h e a g g r e g axpérience withatime mdgredation pilot.

Two of the interviewed contacts had worked on a cancelled pilot, and had no comments on their
experiences. Two additional contacts were@runaware of
reported any expernce with the pilot two of which said their experience was so limited (like one who

reported only working with the pilot on one occasion) that they were unabdgrtment on itThis

disposition suggests that even among firms that participated in atigregidots, this work may make up a

small amount of their overall program work, @ limited to certain installergut further data collection

efforts targeting aggregation auditors and installers specifically could help clarify this point.

Table 3-9. Experience with and Benefits of Aggregation Pilot

Count (n =8)

Worked on cancelled pilot, no comments 2
Unaware of firmés involvement in active 2
Working on active pilot, not enough experience to comment 2
Sulfficient experience to provide comments on active pilot 2

Benefit: Eased closing of projects 2

Benefit: Helped with scheduling audits/upgrades 1

Challenges 0

Table3-9 also presents the reported benefits of the aggien pilot. As seen in the table, both contractors
agreed that the pilot eased the closing of projects, with one noting that aggregation customers appreciate the
resulting discount on the project cost. Contractors were split as to whether the pildtviidhpne

scheduling of audits or upgrades, with one indicating it did and the other reporting it did not. Further, both

contractors indicated the pilot hast helped promotion of financing or reducing project costs.

Thetwo contractorsvho had sufficiat experience with the pilot to comment on it indicagéter the pilot
hadhelped them maintain their existing staffing level or that it allowed them to hire one full time auditor to
perform aggregation audits. No contractors with aggregation exper@m#@ned experiencing any

challenges unique to the pilot.
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4  Population and Project Differences

To understand the effects of the GIJGNY Outrgaolgram, the evaluation team explored any differences

between CB&affiliated and unaffiliated HPWES participarasd projectsThis exploration included a

comparison of both HPWES participant and awdity participant survey samples and a comparison of all

projects in the program database during 22023.This section includes an overview of differences in

HPWES@r ti ci pant respondentcml yrmparrtainc iexegretr i reenscpeesn d earnutds
experiencesrespondent demographics, and project characteristics.

4.1 HPWwES Participant Program Experiences

HPWES participants reported on their motivation for completiRgvES upgrades, the scope of their
project and completion of recommended measures, their project funding, and their program satisfaction: the
following sections detail the differences betweenCGB® f i | i at ed and wunaffiliated pa

acros these topics.

4.1.1 Upgrade Motivation

CBO-affiliated participants and unaffiliated participants reported similar motivations for entering the
HPWES program: 81% of respondents reported having consideteidg upgrades to their horbefore
participating (comared to 75% overall) and they most frequently mentioned a drafty home as a pre

upgrade problem (85% versus 83% overall).

4.1.2 Project Scope

The evaluation team found no significant differences between-&Bl@ted and noraffiliated

respondents in project goe. About half of the CB@affiliated participant respondents (52%) reported they
completed all the contractoecommend upgrades, and another half (48%) implemented only some of the
recommended measures. Rigure4-1 shows, the mst common reason for not all recommended measures
were installed was estimated overall costs exceeded their budget. Some did not install all recommended

upgrades because of insufficient saginger the measure cost (19%) and other competing priorit8s)1
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Figure 4-1. HPwES Participant Reason Why All Recommended Measures were not
Installed (Multiple responses allowed, n=32)

Total estimated cost was too high _ 56%
Estimated saving did not justify cost [ 19%
Competing priorities _ 13%
A desire to do work yourself . 3%

It was difficult to prioritize upgrade 0%

Other reasons _ 16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

A large majority of these participants (87%) installed alirthpgrades througHPWES. The respondents
who installed somef the recommendedpgrades outside of HPWES (13%) reported they completed these

upgrades by themselves or using other contractors. Howasetwo respondenteported they received
incentives from their utilif to cover these costs.

4.1.3 Project Funding

HPWES participant respondents reported on their awareness of program financing éjgianesi{2).
Over 80% of all respondents were aware of NYSERDA financing. -@Bitbated participantseported a
higher level of awareness of the-Bill Recoveryfinancing option than neaffiliated respondentgid
(63% versus 38%, respectively).

Figure 4-2. HPwES Participant Awareness of Funding Options

f - 88%
83%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mCBO =mNon-CBO mTotal
(n=68) (n=570) (n=638)
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HPwESpatrticipant respondengdsoreported how they paid for their HPWES projdeg(re4-3). About

half of CBO-affiliated respondentseported they use@JGNY financing More than a third o€EBO-

affiliated participants reportethey used cash (26%) and/or credit card (9%) to pay in full or partially.
Other payment methods (12%) included grants received from other or unknown insti(u#oasin the
survey, 18% of CBe&affiliated participants reported receiving other grantsoentives for the equipment
installed through HPWES.) In contrast, 31% of +&@RO contacts reported paying for their project using a

programsponsored loan and 47% reported paying cash.

Figure 4-3. HPwES Participant Payment Methods Used for HPWES Project (Multiple
responses allowed)

Program-sponsored loan 49%
26%
Cash | 47%
Credit card 9%
Bank loan

3%
3%
3%

3%

Home equity line of credit |

Contractor financing

| 12%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Other methods

CBO =Non-CBO
(n=68)  (n=570)

Contacts also commented whether they applied fdimancing:57% of the CBGaffiliated participants
said they applied for program financing, versus 45% ofaftihiated HPWE Sparticipants.

4.1.4 Program Satisfaction

Theteamassessed CBOf f i | i ated participantsd satisfactions witdt
a 5point satisfaction or agreement scale, which included audit processes and results,-ppogsored
loan, andteir overall program experiences. Comparisons withtheGBOa f f i | i at ed parti ci pan

satisfactions found no differences in any aréapendixA.3.1 shows CBO satisfaction ratings.

4.2  Audit-only Participant Program Experiences

The evaluation team also expardifferences between CB&ffiliated and unaffiliated audinly
participants, to understand how CBO involvement affected these respondents. Specifically, the evaluation

team explored any differences in reported motivations to pursue an energy aueits baarticipating in
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the HPWES program, and satisfaction with the audit experidate.that because of the sampling strategy,
CBO-affiliated auditonly contacts had all completed subsequent upgrades, while neug&iliated
contacts had completedlsequent upgrades (see Methodo)agpgetionl.5), thus, comparisons should be

interpreted with care and no totals are shown.

4.2.1 Motivations and Barriers

To understand what motivated consumers to pursue energy audits, the enabst askeddth CBG
affiliated and noreffiliated auditonly participantaboutthe types oenergy audibutcomes that were most
importantto them Figure4-4 showsaudito n | y r e snost impogamttostaddme of the enewyydit,
and Appendix A includes the full ratings of importanidetably, while both groups reported that reducing
energy use was the most important outcome, @filated respondents were much more likely than-non

affiliated contacts to cite improving coort as themost important outcome.

Figure 4-4. Audit-only Participant Most Important Audit Outcome

35%
Redce energ s S I 66%

Improving comfort D 14% 29%
Make home sustainable 5% 13%

Replace equipment [ 30/7%
0

Increase home value [ 3%7%
6%

b 2%

Improve air quality ] :_3,'32

Protecting home value -1 9/3“%

Help the environment

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%
CBO (n=72) = Non-CBO (n=133)

Respondents also reported why they decided not to participate in the HPadESm Figure4-5). There
were no significant differences between GBfilliated and noraffiliated respondents reported reasons
both CBOaffiliated and unaffiliated audibnly respondents reported cost as the most frequent reason.
CBO-affiliated respondes were notably likely to report that they did not qualify for the program or
financing(14% each)butalsothat they did not participate because of issues with the contractor that
performed their audif11%).
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Figure 4-5. Audit-only Participant Reason for Not Participating in HPwWES (Multiple
responses allowed)

26%
Cost e e 30%

Program financing issues L 7% 14%

Thought they did participate s a0/ 14%

Audit or auditor issues s 7o/ 12%
Did not qualify for program L 4% 12%

Unaware of program . 5%7%

Minimal or no upgrade needed _50/5%
RO too low & 0%
Still considering participation | 22,;{,:’
Unclear or no recommendations % 4%
Other priorities % 6%
Timing issues .0?3%

Other [ 6%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
CBO (n=43) = Non-CBO (n=127)

4.2.2 Audit Satisfaction

Finally, CBOaffiliated and unaffiliated audibnly respondents generally reported similar levels of
satisfaction with the audftrocess, except more CB&ffiliated than unaffiliated respondents reported they
agreed that they learned valuable things about their home from the audit (78% versus 67%, respectively
rated a n4 0-pantscafeféeFigureA-ain the appendix for CBa@ffiliated auditonly

participanté satisfaction ratings.

4.3 Demographics

CBO-affiliated HPwWE Sparticipant homeowner respondents make a wide spectrum of demographic and
housingrepresentatiortheir homes are heavily conceatied in older singléamily detached housing

stocks. Eightytwo percent of the CB@ffiliated respondents live in a singl@mily home, and 73% of

their homes were built before 1960 (a significantly higher proportion compared withuG8ffliated
respondat s 6, 56 %) . CBO aldodrda cbnicemttaiediamong letgrm residentst(41%
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lived in current home more than 20 years) with plans to live in their current homes more than 10 years
(69%). Compaedwith CBO-unaffiliated respondents, CBéffili ated respondents are significantly more
likely to be nonCaucasian (10% vs. 25% respectively) and have lower household m@88e vs. 24%
exceed $75,000 respectivelijke HPWES participant$;BO-affiliated auditonly participant housing

stock was oldr than umffiliated housing stock (57% versus 27% dated from1j940s). Seéppendix

A.5, Demographicsfor a full summary.

4.4  Project Characteristics

The CRIS database includes 716 GBffiliated projecs completed through December 31, 208% of the
overall HPWESorojectvolume during that periotf In interpreting this percentage, it is important to note
that the HPWES program was a mature and operational program during this enyieatwperiod, whé

the GJIGNYCBO progam continued to developdtall the CBOs had even been contracted in January
2012. During their most productive month thistwo-yearperiod CBO projects accounted faf % of
overallHPWES project volumand 17% of AHPWES projecolume This section describes some of the
differences between CBé@ffiliated and noraffiliated projects in incentive type and financiagwell as

comprehensiveness

4.4.1 Incentives and Financing

From the CRIS database, CBOs recruited a somewhat higher fiwopmirAssistedorojects than the
HPWES program overall: 43% of CBf@cruited projects werassistedorojects, compared with 35% for
non-CBO projects Table4-1). A somewhat higher proportion of CBO projetitan norRCBO projects
included GJGNY financing (44% versu29 overall), although this difference was lower for AHPWES
projects (30% CBO, 26% ne@BO).

Table 4-1. Comparison of Assisted Project Volume and GJGNY Financing Uptake by
CBO Affiliation

All HPWES Projects Assisted HPWES Only
No CBO No CBO
Proportion of Projects With: CBO (n=705) (n=10,921) CBO (n=303) (n=3,805)
AHPWES 43% 35% 100% 100%
GJGNY Financing 44% 32% 30% 26%
On-Bill Recovery Loan 26% 11% 16% 8%
Smart Energy Loan 18% 21% 15% 19%

14 Seven CBaffiliated projects were completed in 2011, the rest were completed in 2012 and 2013. To
facilitate compason with the overall HPWES program, these seven 2011 projects are excluded from
subsequent analyses in this section.
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4.4.2 Comprehensiveness

Theevaluationteam also analyzed differences in the average number of measures, electric savings, natural
gas savings, and project cebetween CB&affiliated and noraffiliated HPWES projects CRIS Overall,
the average number of measures installed differed by less than 10%, b@&ffiRA@d projects had 29%

higher projected annual electricity savings than-@&0O affiliated projectsTable4-2).

Table 4-2. Indicators of Project Comprehensiveness by CBO Involvement and Program

Stream
All HPWES Assisted HPWES Only
%
CBO No CBO Differenc CBO No CBO %
Aver age ¢é (n=707) | (n=10,906) e (n=304) (n=3,800) | Difference
Number of Measures 2.99 2.96 1% 2.99 3.28 -9%
Electric Savings (kwh) 578 449 29% 610 508 20%
Natural Gas and
Delivered Fuels Savings 37 35 6% 35 35 2%
(MMBtu)
Project Cost ($)* $8,933 $8,402 6% $8,677 $7,883 10%

* Market rate CBO n=709, no CBO n= 10,927






5 Conclusions and Recommendations

This study of th&sJGNY Outreackprogramexplored CBO effectiveness in outreach and expansion of
participation in HPWES. The evaluation found t&@&Os are bringing ilhouseholdshat had not heard of
or considered HPwEfrior to engagement witthe CBO.Thesehouseholdsre more likely tdive in older
homes, identify as ne@aucasianand have lower incomes and less education tleanCBQOaffiliated
HPWES participats. A largemajority of the CBQaffiliated participants wouldhot have moved forard
with thar HPwWESproject without CBO suppognd engagement

CEF will likely shift NYSERDA priorities toward loweincome populations. There are opportunities for
refocusing the GJGNY CBO program on loww moderaténcome populations. @t remains #arge

barrier toHPWES andAHPWES participation. Current CBO project recruitment casts a widaset:
expectedalthough CBOs target priority communities and focus on recruiting AHPWES projects, 56% of
CBO projects were market rate projects. On the othed hthephasel research suggested that many CBO
constituencies include consumers with incomes that are more in alignment viddwEnthan with the
AHPWES eligibility threshold. Most effectively using CBO outreach to reach émd moderatincome
houselblds will require coordination and lead sharing between differeninoame programs, as well as
between lowincome and moderaiacome programs offered by other administrators. Since this research
also found continuing confusion between GJGNY OutreadhEanPower among contractors, it is not clear

whether segregation of program offers by income level can be fully effective.

The evaluation team presents the following conclusions and recommendations to inform the next iteration
of efforts with CBOs and HPES programs.

Conclusion: CBO-affiliated audit-only respondents who completed upgrades outside HPWES had less
interaction with CBOs, and expressed more uncertainty and confusion about the HPWES process.

Half of CBO-affiliated auditonly participants couldat recall whether they had worked with a CBO, and

of those that recalled working with a CBO, less than half recalled whether the CBO had followed up with

them about participating.

Recommendation:To increase retrofits, CBO outreach activities should moractively
conduct postaudit follow-up in addition to providing support during the audit process.

Survey findings sugest that this outreach is rainducted uniformly.
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Conclusion: CBOs are successfully connecting with other local organizations to recruitngler-

represented populations into HPWES, yet as with other programs, homeowners who have a CBO
affiliated HPWES retrofit had considered home upgrades prior to contact with the CBOCBO-

affiliated participants were more likely to live in older housing stbelve lower incomes, lesslucation,

and identify as not€aucasian. A majority of respondents had considered home upgrades, but were not
familiar with HPWES, and most would not have completed the same project without their CBO.
Furthermore, a large majtyiof CBO-affiliated HPWES participants had not heard of the CBO prior to
participation. This suggests that CBOs are successfully leveraging their local connections and conducting
outreach to recruit participants through increasing awareness of HPwWE Saiuting support throughout

the HPWES process.

Recommendation:Working with CBOs can be valuable to future program administrators
seeking to serve hareto-reach populations.Generating projects requires consistent and repeated
messaging to increase awaess and develop community trust and infrastructure. Retrofit volume,
a longterm indicator of success, does not fully capture CBO incremental and growing influence
on target markets. Define a set of shartd mediursterm indicators (such as community etgen
conducted, leads generated, or audits completed) to complemeféfangndicators to quantify

and contextualize CBO program outcomes.

Conclusion: The GJGNY Outreach program poses evaluation challenges requiring creative solutions
The close alignmeritetween the GJGNY Outreaphogramand the HPWES program limits the value of
participant selreport because participants may not discriminate between HPWES staff, CBO staff, and
their contractor. The relatively long timeframe between project complet@bswameys compounds this

problem. Thus, selfeport may systematically undervalue CBO influence.

Recommendation:For future evaluations, consider targeted, reatime evaluation methods.
To better understand participant attitudes and recall of such detdie type of financing
discussed with CBOand aggregation pilot experiencese short, ongoing surveys focused on

evaluating specific performance indicators, conducted with a sample of participants.



Appendix A.

Additional Results

A.l Research Objectives and Issues
Table A-1. Evaluation Research Objectives and Issues
Research Objective/ Issue Topic (If Multiple)
1 Investigate awareness of and interest in CBO services.
Investigate awareness of CBOs among CBO-affiliated
la - >
and unaffiliated participants and contractors
Explore opportunities for future CBO-
contractor collaboration
Document the level of interest in and the
. . . . value of CBO-type services among
1b Explpre interest in and barriers to leveraging CBO nonparticipants and unaffiliated audit-only
services U
participants
Investigate barriers to working with CBOs
(for low-volume CBO-affiliated contractors
and aggregation contractors)
2 Document the experience and expectations of homeowners and contractors interacting with
the CBO activities.
Identify any upgrades audit recipients undertook to
2a reduce energy waste in their homes subsequent to
receiving the audit
Document the types of interaction and
support received
Understand how contractors interacted with the CBOs Socruemztri\(t)r(]:ontractors experience with
2b and document contractor views on the additional 99reg
value brought by the CBOs Understand contractor perception of CBO
value and influence (on closing the project;
project comprehensiveness, financing
assistance, customer follow-up)
Document the types of interaction and
support received (including financing,
other funding sources, paperwork,
. . I contractor interaction
2 Investigate the extent to which CBO activities )
influenced homeowners Understand source of homeowner
awareness of CBOs
Explore the level of influence of CBO
support on projects
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Research Objective/ Issue

Topic (If Multiple)

Explore any differences between CBO-affiliated and unaffiliated HPWES participants and

3 projects.
Investigate the motivations for and barriers to
3a completing energy audits and home energy efficiency
upgrades through the HPWES program
Understand what prevented audit recipients from
3b completing energy efficiency upgrades through the
program
Investigate differences in program attitudes,
3c experience, and satisfaction between CBO and non-
CBO affiliated participants
Differences in financing, project size and
measures, and duration
3g | Document the differences between CBO and non- Differences between CBO and non-CBO
CBO projects and homeowners AHP projects
Differences in supplemental funding
(matching grants, Sandy funding)
A.2. Program Background
A.2.1. Efficiency Program Landscape

New York State residential existing homes are served by a mwhbaergy efficiency pgrams:

A

Home Performance with ENERGY STARP (HPWES).NY SERDAGS c o megidergidl ensi ve

efficiency program, described above. CBOs are responsible for generating retrofits through this

program.

EmPowerNew YorkSM. N Y S E R Dléwdirscomeprogram, EmPower prides free measures to

householdsvith incomes less than 60% of AMI. EmPovesois available tanultifamily

households.

New York Energy $martS™ Communities and the Economic Development Growth Extension

EDGE) program. TheNew York Energy $martS™ Communites program was a NYSERDBA
prog aqy prog

funded program that used regional organizations to conduct outreach to connect community

members with NYSERDA programs. Several $uiiatives were developed under the umbrella of

this program, including the Retrofit NYC Block Bfock program. Théew York Energy

$martSM Communities program ended in 2012, and was replaced W0 program, which

facilitates similar types of communifgcused outreach through 26 Regional Outreach

ContractorsBoth programs also conduetultifamily andsmall businessutreach.
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A Better Buildings Neighborhood Program (BBNP) Funded by ARRA funds and administered
by the Department of Energy, BBNP gave grants to 40 entities nationally to create or expand
energy efficiency retrofit programs, one of wiiwas NYSERDA. This BBNP grant was used to
expand NYISRRIpogranandSmall CommerciaEnergy Efficiency program. Hiso
was distributed to numerous sghkantees, including New York City and numerous communities,
municipalities, and utilities toxpand efficiency program offerings. Some of these BBNP grantees

provide efficiency programs targetihgsinesseas well.

A Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP)Another ARRAfunded program, WAP provides

weatherization services to leiwvcome (<60% AMIhouseholds

A Utility P rograms. Several New York State utilities offer programs that provide incentives for
residentiakfficiency improvements, such as natural gas conversion and efficient furnace

upgrades.

A.3. Participants
A.3.1. Satisfaction

Comparisons between CR&filiated and CBQunaffiliated participanisatisfaction revealed no
significant differences in any arede figures below summarize CBalfiliated participant satisfaction
with the HPWES process. When asked about their satisfaction with audit proedssge majority of the
CBO-affiliated participants reported satisfaction with all audit comporiefrtam scheduling to
completion of an auditfjgure A-1). Ninety-one percent of the CB@ffiliated participants reported their

overall audit experiences met their expectations.

Figure A-1. Sati sfaction with Audit Process, % AAgreeodo (n

Time required for audit application was reasonable o5
Time required to do audit wasreasonable [ o

Simple to schedule audit

Auditor didathoroughreview i

Audit met my expectation [

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

CBO-affiliated participantslsowere highly satisfied with most areasaafdit results they receive#igure
A-2).
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Figure A-2. Sati sfaction with Audit Result, % fAAgreeo (n=67

Recommended work seemed appropriate [ ss
| understood the audit results [
| learned valuable things from audit e
Estimated energy savings seemed reasonable [

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Among the CBGaffiliated participants who received eogramsponsored loan, they were generally

satisfied with the process of obtaining the program I&@gufeA-3).

Figure A-3. Satisfaction with Program-Sponsored Loan, % ASatisfiedod (n=37)

T reguied to blain he oon
Income documentation required for the loan [ seTan
Paperwork requred for thelosn IR

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

FigureA-4s hows respondentsd satisfaction with other progr
the CBQaffiliated participants reported they were satisfied with the HPWES program overa)l §8iéd%

most of the program elemeritsncluding clarity of program information received (85%), quality of

contractor work (84%), ease of getting questions answered (84%), resolutions of issues emerged (82%),

and time it took to receive incentive (81%). Tiregram elements rated unsatisfactory by a noticeably high

proportions were incentive amount they received (23%) and energy saving they have obtained so far (27%).

Figure A-4. Satisfaction wi t h Ot her Program El ements, % fiSati sfi

Clarity of information received about program
Quality of your contractor's work

Ease to get questions answered

Resolution of any issues emerged

Time it took to receive incentive

Incentives you received

Energy savings obtained so far

Overall satisfaction with HPWES

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Finally, the team asked the CHBdifiliated participants to rate their perceived value of HPWES in
influencing the various needs of participa&g(re A-5). A majority of therespondents reported HPWES
provided positive values in all areas asked, which included HPWES helped reduce energy use (83%),

improve comfort (81%), and improve indoor air quality (79%).

Figure A-5. Percei ved Value of HPWES, % fiAgreedo (n=68)

Made your home more sustainable [ EeTay
Protected the value of yourhome e
Reducedyour home'senergy
Helpedtheenvironment i
Improved the comfort of your home [ e
Improved the indoor air quality of your home o
Replaced broken or failing equipment [ e

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

A.4.  Audit-only Participants
A.4.1. Methods and Disposition

The teams acquired the sample of aadiy households that had a home energy audit in 2013 from
NYSERDAG6s CRI S dat ab a smplewéré first naited & paebtifichtidrslettern t he s a
informing them to expect a telephone call to request participation in a survey in the near future, and
nonrespondents received up to six follap calls. In addition, households with an email address listed

the CRIS database were sent apoéfication email after the postal letter was mailed, and nonrespondents

were sent up to two followp emails as well as followp phone calls.

Households reached via phone were asked to complete a phone surveselgiverethe option to

complete the survey online, and households reached via email were asked to complete the survey online but
nonrespondents were called and asked to complete the survey via phone. Beginning September 19, 2014,
letters were mailed and eiifs were sent in eight successive batches of about 2,500, and calling began

approximately one week after the letters were mailed. Data collection ended on December 15, 2014.

Screening questions were used to determine if the-antlithouseholds were eltge for billing analysis

Households were eligible for billing analysis if they made at least one of four upgrades that cost $2,000 or

more- insulation, air sealing, window or door replacement, and/or heating system replacdivedin

their home ateast one year before making the upgrades, and made the upgrades before the winter of

2013/ 2014. Eligible households were directed to the
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households that had an audit in 2423 were directed to the PE/MClaten6 s sur vey questions.
auditonly households that were ineligible for the billing analysis and that used a CBO, as determined
through the NYSERDA CRIS database, were asked the-@éBfed process questions and the ineligible,

non-CBO households were ked similar process survey questions.

Nearly 19,000 households were included in the sample and, of these, nearly 2,000 went through a CBO and
over 17,000 did not. Over ofpiarter of sampled households responded to the survey and abdhirtlso

of thesewere ineligible for the billing analysis, and thus went to the impact team, or were seoegned

The remaining 1,689 respondents were asked the process survey questions until quotas were met, but the
guotas were exceeded due to the fielding of succebatehes of surveys over the course of the data

collection period TableA-2).

A.4.2. Audit Services Importance Ratings

Table A-2. Audit-only Participant Rating of Importance of Audit Services (Percent Rating
Al mportant o)

CBO-affiliated No CBO
Percent Rating Percent Rating
Important n Important n

Help the environment* 52% 70 81% 192
Improve the indoor air quality* 57% 63 72% 189
Increase the value of your home* 62% 69 78% 192
Replace broken or failing equipment* 63% 67 74% 184
Reduce your home’s energy use* 70% 67 81% 198
Protect the value of your home 71% 67 78% 190
Make your home more sustainable* 82% 70 91% 193
Improve the comfort of your home 83% 68 89% 197

* Significant difference.

A.4.3. Subsequent Upgrades

All CBO-affiliated auditonly participant respondents reported the types of upgrades they completed since
their energy audit. Respondents most commonly reported installing windows or doors (44%), insulation
(39%), air sealing (31%), and heating systeRigreA-6).
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Figure A-6. Audit-only Participant Reported Upgrades since Audit (n=72)
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All contacts indicated théttey had completed some upgrades since completing their(gaiitl that this

was a screening criterion for the surveand nocontacts reported they hawstalled all the recommended

upgrades. Respondents most frequently cited cost as a barrier (a@%efifth (21%) of contacts

reported that the projected savings did not justify the cost, and a few contacts (14%) also cited other

priorities for home improvement3dbleA-3).

Table A-3. Audit-only Participant Reasons for not Installing Recommended Measures
during Upgrade (Multiple responses allowed, n=56)

Reason for not installing recommended measures Percent (n=56)
The recommended upgrades were too expensive 50%
The energy savings were not worth the cost 21%
Other priorities for home improvement dollars 14%
Did not like contractor 13%
Waiting for existing equipment to need replacement 9%
Planning to install, just haven't gotten to it 9%
Wanted to do the work 5%
Concerned about the comfort of home 2%
Other 9%
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A.4.4. Satisfaction

Overal,CBOaf fi |l i ated contactsd satisfaction with the audi
agreeing that the application time was reasonable, the audit was simpledilectiey understood the
results, and learned valuable things about their hétigeife A-7). A slightly lower percentage of contacts

agreed that the recommended work seemed appropriate and that the process met their expectations.

Figure A-7. Audit-only Participant Satisfaction with Audit (Percent that Agree)

Time to complete application was reasonable
= I 00%
(n=71)
Simple to schedule (n=70) | 57 %
Understoodresults (n=69)  84%
Learned valuable things abouthome (=70 [ 79%
Recommended work seemed appropriate (n=67) [ 75%
Process met expectations (n=70) [ 69%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent Agreeing

* Significant difference from CBO-unaffiliated respondents.

A.5. Demographics

TableA-4 summarizes the demographic and housing characteristics ofaffiéted HPwESparticipants

and their differences with ne@BO participants.

Table A-4. HPwES Participant Demographic and Housing Characteristics

Count Percent Differences with
CBO-unaffiliated participants

Housing Type

Single-family detached 56 82% No difference
2-to 4-family 10 15%
Other types 2 3%
Year Built
Before 1940 30 45% CBO.-a.f' filiated pear
19407 1959 19 28% uarne ;|gzn|fflciar;tl); Ozlad?'es?j% orf C;B;)-p
19607 1979 11 16% built before 1960.
1980171 1999 4 6%
After 2000 3 4%
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Count Percent Differences with
CBO-unaffiliated participants

Years Lived in Current Home

Less than 5 years 17 25% No difference
571 9years 12 18%
107 19 years 11 16%
20 years or longer 28 41%

Years Planned to Live in Current Home

071 5years 5 8% No difference
61 10 years 14 23%
More than 10 years 42 69%

Respondent s Education Achi evemen

High school or less 13 19% Non-CBO respondents are
significantly more likely to have a

Some college 17 25% bachelordés degree

4-year college 11 16% with CBO-affiliates (55%).

Post graduate 26 39%

Respondent 6s Age

Younger than 40 year-old 6 9% No difference
4071 49 year-old 9 14%
501 59 year-old 14 22%
601 69 year-old 14 22%
70 year-old or above 21 33%

Respondent 8s Race

White 50 76% A significantly higher proportion of
CBO-affiliated respondents are non-

Black ’ 11% Caucasian race (25%) compared with
Asian 0 0% CBO-unaffiliated respondents (10%).
Other 9 14%

Household Income

Under $30,000 12 19% 48% of CBO-unaffiliated
respondent sodé hou
$30,000 to under $50,000 17 27% exceeds $75,000, significantly higher
$50,000 to under $75,000 18 20% than CBO-affiliated respondents
(24%).
$75,000 to under $100,000 5 8%
$100,000 or higher 10 16%

Note: Respondents whosaid,idon 6t knowod or refused to answer are excluded.

Similarly, TableA-5 summarizes the demographic andisiog characteristics of audinly respondents,
and differences with CB@naffiliated auditonly participants. Use caution in interpreting these differences,
as CBQaffiliated contacts completed upgrades subsequent to participation whil@B®rtontactslid

not; this difference may account for the lack of difference in income between the two samples.

A-9



Additional Results

GJGNY CBO Outreach Program Process Evaluation and MCA: Phase Il

Table A-5. Audit-only Demographic and Housing Characteristics

Differences with CBO-unaffiliated

Count Percent participants
Respondent6s Age
25t0 34 8 11% No difference
35t0 44 14 19%
45 to 54 13 18%
55to 64 24 32%
Number of Persons Living in Household

1 14 19% No notable difference
2 31 42%
3 13 18%
4 8 11%
5 3 4%
6 2 3%
7 2 3%

Household Income

Less than $25,000 7 12% No difference

$25,000 to less than $50,000 15 25%

$50,000 to less than $75,000 12 20%

$75,000 to less than $100,000 8 14%

$100,000 to less than $150,000 11 19%

$150,000 to less than $200,000 4 7%

$200,000 or more 2 3%

Year Built
1930's or earlier 43 57% CBO housing stock significantly older
than non-CBO, 27% of non-CBO

1940's or 1950's 16 21% housing stock from 1930s or earlier.
1960's or 1970's 11 15%

1980's or 1990's 5 %

2000 or later 0 0%

Respondent 0s

Education Achi evemenrn

No difference

No high school diploma or GED 1 1%
High school graduate (or GED) 8 11%
Associates Degree 16 22%
Bachelor's Degree (4-yr degree) 23 31%
Graduate or professional

degree 26 35%
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Appendix B.  Survey and Interview Guides

B.1.  Participating Contractors Interview Guide

B.1.1. Introduction

Hell o, my name is _ _ , may | please speak wi
information: Athe person who oversees.bdbhel édmecatl bnsg
on behalf of NYSERDA, the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority, from Research

I nto Action to eval uate NYESHRBDIARprogtaamme Per f or mance wi

S1. Are you the best per son stexperiengd akd intecactianbwitht your or g
NYSERDAG6s HPwWES program?

As part of our evaluation, NYSERDA has asked us to talk with their contractors involved with the Home

Performance witENERGY STARpr ogram i n order to understand benefit
experiencing working with that program. Your opinions are very important to NYSERDA, and your

suggestions may help improve the program. We will likely need about 45 minutes to get through the

guestions | have about the HPWES program, depending on how mublay®to say.
Is this a convenient time for us to talk? [If not, schedule another time; if so, continue]

Please know that we will keep your responses confidential to the full extent of the law; nothing you say will

be identified with you inourreports.f it i s okay with you, I 6d I i ke to re
accuracy of my notes. The recording will only be used by research staff and will not be provided to

NYSERDA.

Do you have any questions before we get started?

B.1.2. Respondent Role [ASK ALL]

We have a few questions to help us understand your experience, and give us context for your

perspective, so |l etds start with some information abc

[Reviewer note: we will have firm tenure with the program; the questions below help us understand

repondent perspective and expertise.]

Q1. [P/NP] For how many years have you been involved in home repair or home improvement

contracting? years
Q2. [P/NP] Are you currently or have you ever been personally BPI certified?

1. Yes
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2. No
98. DK

Q2A. [P/NP] [IF Q2=YES]Which certifications?

Q3. [P] And, for how many years have you been involved with the Home PerformanceNERGY
STAR program? years

Q4. [ P/ NP] Does your firm provideé? [Read all]

Expertise Mark if yes

a. Heating or air conditioning for homes

b. Electrical ontracting

¢. Siding, window or door installation

d. Insulation

e. Renovation or general contracting

f.  Home building

g. Plumbing

h. Other (specify)

B.1.3. Program Experience [ASK ALL]

[Interviewer note: We are interested in jobs that either accessed HPWES pragrantives or those that
could have (were potentially qualified upgrades) but
any unclear response, clarify if response applies to program jobs, potentially qualified tmftpyagram

jobs, or standard projs.]
Now | etds turn to your inter a®&NWHBRGWSTAR programt. he Home Per f

Q5. [ P/ NP] About what percentage of your organization

large multifamily)? %

Q6. [P] And about what portion of your jolas existing homes (as opposed to new construction)
involved installing equipment or providing servic

HPWES program? Could include both program projects and those similar to program projects. %

Q7. [P] About what grcentage of your jobs in existing homes received incentives or financing through
NYSERDAG6s HPwWES program? %
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B.1.4. Marketing and Leads [ASK ALL]

Qs. [ P] Do you get HPWES audit |l eads fr omé
a. your own direct marketing activities? Yes/no/DK
b. from interest generatday NYSERDA marketing activities? Yes/no/DK
c. from equipment failures / emergencies? Yes/no/DK
d. adding to the scope of more typical projects? Yes/no/DK

Q9. [P] And, do you get referrals from NYSERDdSfiliated contacts [IF NEEDED: such as program

staff, trade alks, community based organizations, other NYSERDA programs]?

1. Yes
2. No
98. DK

Q10. [P] Where do most of your Home Performance job leads come from?

B.1.4.1. Marketing activities:

Q11. [P] To promote your home performance services does your organization [RANDOMIZE]:

(interviewer note: cluster of services, not specifically the program alone)

a. Pay for advertising? 1.Yes 2.No 98.DK
Q11A1. [If Q11a=YES] What type?

b. Maintain a website? 1.Yes 2.No 98.DK

c. Maintain an email list serve or access email lists to promote yoseHkes?
1.Yes 2.No 98.DK

d. Attend public events like street fairs? 1.Yes 2.No 98.DK
e. Attend home shows? 1.Yes 2.No 98.DK
f.  Advertise your BPI accreditation? 1.Yes 2.No 98.DK

g. Work with local nonprofits or constituendyased organizations affitied with NYSERDA?
1.Yes 2.No 98.DK
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B.1.4.2. Co-op Marketing activities:

Q12. Did your firm receive any NYSERDAecop mar keting funds in 2013 or
know)
[ Ask i f Q12 = Yes; El se skip to QIlopmarketing A . [ P]

funds?

Q13. [Askif Q12 = Yes; Else skip to Q14] [P] How would your HP marketing activities change if you

di dndét have -opmaketiagfunds® t he co

B.1.5. CBO Experience/CBO Question Battery [Using previously reviewed
CBO-specific question set]
Block 1: CBO Sample [Aggregation No + Yes]

Q14. [P]Insome areas of the state, NYSERDA has contracted comnrhasgd organizations (or
CBOs for short) to conduct outreach to enroll homeowners in the Home Performance program.
This is separate from the lesvcome EnPower program. Acording to our records, your firm
completed Home Performance projects that were affiliated with a CBO. Are you aware of this
CBO outreach?

a. Yes
b. No

[ASK IF Aggregation = YES]

Q15. [P][moved to just before Q35].

[If Q14 = Yes]

Q16. [P] Are you the best person to spegakabout how your firm worked with the CBO?

a. Yes
b. No

[ASK IF Q14 = No or Q16= No]
Q17. [P]Is there someone else at your firm we could talk to specifically about program projects where

CBOs were involved? Who?

a. Name:
b. No

[IF contact info collected, skip tand of CBO block, resume HPWES questions. If no one at firm is able to
speak to CBO involvement, skip to N@BO Affiliated block (starting at Q38)]
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